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The 3rd May , 1982 


No. 9 (1)-82-6Lab /3779. - In pursuance of the provision of section 17 of the Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947 (Act No. XIV of 1947), the Gɔvernor of Haryana is pleased to publish the following award 
of the Prisiding Officer, Industrial Tribunal, Faridabr.d in respect of the dispute betwee:11 the workman 
and the management of M /s Jai Hind Iron Fouadary Simalkha , Mandi Smalkha (Panipat). 


BEFORE SHRI M. C. BHARDWAJ , PRESIDING OFFICER , INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL , 

HARYANA , FARIDABAD 


Reference No. 2 of 1981 


between 


SHRI KARTAR SINGH , WORKMAN AND THE MANAGEMENT OF M /S SAI HIND IRON 
FOUNDARY SAMALKHA , MANDI SMALKHA (PANIPAT) 


Present : 


Shri Raghubir for the workman . 


Shri D. Kaushal for the management, 

AWARD 


By order of reference No. ID /KNL/130-80 /374, dated 5th January, 1981, the Governor of Haryana 
referred the following dispute betwe, on the management of M /s. Jai Hind Iron Foundary Samalkba 
Mandi, Samalkha ( Panipat) and its workman Shri Katrar Singh , to this Tribunal, for adjudication 
in exercise of the powers conferred by , cle.us.: (d ) of sub-s::ction (1) of section 10 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act , 1947 : - 
Whether the termination of services of Shri Kartar Singh was justified and in order ? If not, to what 

relief is he entitled ? 


On the receipt of the order of reference, notices were issu.d to the partics who appeared and 
filed their pleadings, on the the pleadings the issue under reference was put under trial by order dated 
12th August . 1981. In evidenco the management examined Shri Pawan Kumar partner as MW - 1 
and closed his roguments were heard . 

Tbo fiading on the issue. Shri Pawn Kumar deposed that according to attendance record 
the concerned workman was present upto 29th March , 1980. He was absent on 31st March , 1980. He 
did not report for duty, during the month of April , on account of crop Harving . He roported for 
duty on 14th May , 1980 and worked upto 24th June , 1980. Thereafter he remainod abseat 

and 
so marked in the attendance register upto 11th July . 1980. He received his salary in the month of 
May Rs 154-80 and in the month of June Rs 190. The demand notice and Conciliation report wore 
Exhibit M - 1 and Exhibit M - 2 . To cross examination he replied that Shri Sat Narain majatained 
attendance register . No rules or Standing Orders wero in force in the factory . All the workmen of 
moulding shop wire shown ab.cnt in the month of April . It was a prac! ice in the faetory that the 
workm : n who attundid for duty aftır the harvesting scazon were taken on duty . Shri Kartar Singh 
put his Dilmu in the payment of wages register in April , 1979. He signed as kartar in the months 
of Fub - uary , March , 1980 where as he signed as Kartar Singh in the month of May , 1980. The 

The signa 
tures of thi: p evious month were not looked at the time of paymen : of wages . Headmitted it as corit ct 
that no letter was sent to the workman about hi ; absence MW - 2 deposed that he had brought 
wages ngisters for the years 1979-80 and 1980-81 . He maintained attendu nice register. The workman 
was not on duty in the month of April , 1980 but was prosent during the month of May and was 
paid Rs. 139.84 , for the month of June he was paid Rs. 169-80 . In cross examination he replied about 
the marking of thum inession signing as Kartar and Kartar Singh in different months as was replied 
by MW - 1. The Cunc.rned workman who appeared as WW - 1 sta : ed 

sta : ed that he had been 
in employ nent for the last five years . 

His service was 

terminated telling him that 
there was no 

work for him in the factory . In crois examination he replied that in the payment 
of wages register in the month of May and June are not his signature while in January 1980 are his 
signature . In the months of March and July may be his signaeure . He denied his signatures on 
his written statement and letter of authority and was not sure about the signatures on his rejoinder . 
He admitted that Sri Sat Narain performed the duty of clerk . 

The main argunit on behalf of th : minagemat was that in the demand notice the workman 
has given the date of his termination 27th March , 1989 whereas he worked during the month of 
May and June, 1980. The management led evidence to prove payment of wages for the above months 
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and showed the signatures of the workman to him . The workman was not able to accept or deny 
all his signatures in the payment of wages register. I am unablu to put credence to the denial of his 
signatures because the workman even denied his signatures on the written statement and letter of authority 
filed by him in these proceedings . The version of the management that the workers leave their duty 
during the harvesting season every year is plausible . This fact was not denied by the workman 

as he 
stated that the foundary did not work for 4-5 days. The workman was present upto 24th June, 1980 ! 
and then was absent. His name was kept upto the month of July in the attandence register as 
stated by M - 1. 

On the above facts I have reached the conclusion that the management did not terminate his 
services as alleged in the Demand Notico . I decided the issue in favour of the management , 

I give my award that the workman was not entitled to any relief. 
Dated , 26th March , 1982. 


M , C. BHARDWAJ, 


Presiding Officer , 
Industrial Tribunal, Haryana , 

Faridabad . 


Endorsement No. 372 , dated 7th April , 1982 


Forwarded (four copies) to be Secretary to Government of Haryana , Labour and Employment 
Departments, Chandigarh as required under section 15 of the Industrial Disputes Act , 1947 , 


M , C. BHARDWAJ, 


Presiding Officer, 
Industrial Tribunal, Haryana , 

Faridabad , 


No. 9( 1) 82-6 -lab/ 4047.- In pursuance of the provision of section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 
1947(Act No. XIV of 1947), the Governor of Haryana is pleased to publish the following award of 
the Presiding Officer, Labour Court , Rohtak in respect of the dispute between the workman and the 
Management of M /s. H.R. Gupta. Industries , Bahadurgarh . 
BEFORE SHRI BANWARI LAL DALAL , PRESIDING OFFICER , LABOUR COURT, 

HARYANA , ROHTAK . 


Reference No. 20 of 1978 


between 


SHRI MAUJI RAM , WORKMAN AND THE MANAGEMENT OF M /S H. R. GUPTA 

INDUSTRIES, BAHADURGARH 


Present : --- 


Shri Dhan Singh , for the workman . 


Shri M.M. Kaushal for the management. 


AWARD 


This reference has been referred to this Court by the Hon ble Governor vide his order No. 
ID /RK / 590-77 /3496 dated the 31st January, 1978 under section 10 (1) (c) of the I. D. Act for adjudication 
of the dispute existing between Shri Mauji Ram , workman and the management of M /s. H. R. Gupta 
Industries, Babadurgurh . The term of the reference was : 

Whether the termination of services of Shri Mauji Ram was justified and in order ? If not, 
to what relief is he entitled ? 


On the receipt of the order of ruference , noticus as usual, wure sent" to the parties. The parties 
put in their appearance, in response to the notics sent to then on 14th March , 1978. The partivs filed 
their pleadings, on the basis of which the following issues were framed : -- 
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1. Whether the reference is bad in law as alleged on the basis of alleged resignation of the 
workman ? 


2. Whether the workman arrived at settlement after the reference and is estoped from persuing 
the reference ? 


3. If issue No. 1 and 2 not proved as per reference ? 

The management was asked to adduce their evidance . The management examined Shri H. K. 
Gupta , paitner, Shri Ram Sarup , Assistant Olo Labour Commissioner Haryana , Chandigarh and 
closed their casc. The workman examined Shri 0. D. Sharma , Labour Officer, Hissar and himself 
as his witnesses and closed his case . I heared the representatives, of the parties and decide issue 
wisc is under : 


Issue No. 1 : 


The management has alleged that the workman submitted his resignation on the 18th October, 1977 
and the same was accepted by the management on the same day the accepte.nce was conveyed to Shri 
Mauji Ram workman who put his signature in tone of the samebeneath the letter accepting the resignation . 
The management has relied on document Ex-MW - 1 /B and which is duly proved by Shri O. D. Sharma 
the then Labour Officer with It marks at Point " X which are admitted to have beca written by 
Shri O. D. Sharma who appeared as WW - 1 which contains the stipulation to the cffect that tho 
management in their written statement during the conciliation proceedings bas stated that the workman 
resigned his job voluntarily and the copy of the resignation was attached therewith . The managementalso 
produced the originals of the resignation and the letter of aca.ptance which are Ex . M - 1 and M - 2. The 
workman was confronted with these documents and was asked whether these documents were signed by 
him . The workman replied in nagative . But by reading the whole cros examination of the workman 
it is clear that the workman has denied his signatures on some of the documents and admitted on some 
of them blindly without trying to r.cognise his signatures . Though all the documents with which he was 
confronted with bare perusal of the same and by a naked cye, it is seen that there are the signatures 
of the workman on all these documents . The workman denied his signatures on mark C at point X. 
which is the authority letter in favour of Shri Dhan Singh, also on Mark D at point ‘X which is the 
rejoinder filed by him . The workman has also denied his signatures at point A on Ex. M -3 which is 
the payment of wages register for the month of October, 1977 though Shri Dhan Singh admitted his 
signatures who had signed as witn . Ss at the saire point on Ex . M - 3 . The workman also denied his 
signatures on Ex . M - 7 at point A which his authorised representative Shri Dh n Singh had signed as 
witness and admitted his signatures on the same. 


The statemont of the workman is highly incredible and no reliance can be placed on his statement, 
Under these circumstances I am constrained to hold that the workman resigned his job voluntarily and as 
such the reference is bad in law as there was no industrial dispute between the parties calling for a 
demand under section 2(S ) or tbc I. D. Act. The issue is accordingly decided in favour of the manage 
ment. 


Issue No. 2 & 3 : 


In view of my findings on isque No. 1 no further decision on these issues is required as this is 
a case of voluntary resignation by the workman and not the termination of services by the management 
rcquiring justification from them . The workman is not entitled to any relief. The reference is 
answered a od returned accordingly . 


Dated , the 9th April, 1982 . 


BANWARI LAL DALAL , 


Presiding Officer , 
Labour Court, Haryana , 

Rohtak . 


Endst. No. 983, dated the 15th April, 1982 


Forwarded (fo ir copies) to the Secretary to Government of Haryana , Labour and Employment Depart 
ments , Cnandigarh , as required under section 15 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 . 


BANWARI LAL DALAL , 


Presiding Officer , 
Labour Court, Haryana , 

Rohtak , 


